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Broadstone Academy.

Broadstone Academy occupies a 24,688m? site at Chiwan
Bay in Shenzhen. The project involves the construction of
a new 2000-student academy, boarding facilities, as well as
local amenities required by local government.

D Site boundary

g Building complex 01
g Building complex 02 & 03

Sports field

Building

! Fire-fighting climbing platform
complex 01 4

Working with local consulting firms, Walters and Cohen
Architects is delivering the project to ensure the quality
and architectural intent stays true to the original vision.
My involvement focuses on the main school building, which
includes consultant coordination and drawing review.

15x15m turning square

Sports field

L18 Roof “
. Rooftop tennis courts \

L.23: Roof L17 Boarding Recreation

L20-L22: Executive flats L5-L16 Student boarding

L5-L19: Staff flats

L9 Sky garden

L3: Kindergarten L8 Administration/ Students garden

L2: Primary school canteen L2-L7 Main teaching space

L1 & Mezzanine: Middle &

’ —— L2Podium level
high school canteen 3 B S

L1 Main entrance/main hall/
administration

B1 Sports halls/swimming pool/
plants

B2 Public parking/school parking/
plants

Site Area: 24,688m?
Total Construction Area: 132,319.51m?
School (General Teaching NIA): 56,300m?
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Broadstone Academy. Shenzhen.
Involvement: RIBA Stage 2-4
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Broadstone Academy. Shenzhen.
Involvement: RIBA Stage 2-4

Long Section
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Involvement: RIBA Stage 2-4



Exploring Spatial and Experiential Mental Health Patient Journey
Charing Cross Hospital

This began as my research project for my master’s degree. The project evolved
into a collaboration between me and Imperial College NHS Trust. The project
aimed to improve the experience of mental health patients in the emergency
department (ED). Qualitative, patient-centred research and the collaboration
between researcher zand hospital resulted in a major rethink of the typical
high-risk mental health patient rooms in the ED, balancing safety and wellbeing.
The design improved acoustic insulation, integrated lighting design, introduced
gentle stimuli and natural light and took a holistic approach to the scheme (room
dimension, colour, materiality, furniture, security, services).

The research involved interviews, focus groups and collaboration between the
researcher, patients, clinicians and other stakeholders. The new patient room
opened in 2019. The next phase will evaluate the implemented design, quantify
the differences for users and extend the facility outdoors.

There were three research streams: examination of past models, implementation
of the design as a model for the present and the future of mental health patient
pathways in the ED.

Research Project. Charing Cross Hospital. London.
Involvement: RIBA Stages 1-6
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The Section 136 Pathway (S136) represents some of the most extreme cases. Patients Key: _ o
. . . . . @ Positive experience of receptionist
suspected of having a mental health disorder in public places can be detained under B ‘ - ,
. . . “The way they spoke to me made me feel calm @ Difficult and stressful experience at the waiting area. Frightened and
S136 of the Mental Health Act 1983. Alarmlngly, the number of detentions increased by that ané/[he);ogm and the fact that | can céme anxious. Negative perception of the space, the colour and decor, the
. 3 ded and busy atmosphere, the sh f lighti
9% in London between 2014 and 2016. back to the room... il put me at ease..” 5) over crowded and busy atmosphere, the sharpness of lighting

Positive experience with friendly staff (Carol), who carried out heart
rate measures.

Being led to a different waiting area. Waiting for tests.

Many patients stay in the ED overnight or for longer than 24 hours — as with two of the
patients interviewed — but are often placed in small, windowless rooms with unsuitable
lighting and inadequate sound insulation. While complying with Psychiatric Liaison
Accreditation Network (PLAN) guidelines, current provision disregards the physical
environment as a critical component of patient care. This is potentially harmful and can

Blood test taken.

QNONCN®)

Positive staff experience. Meeting Dr. Cleaver, being consulted in the
mental health patient room. Positive experience of the room (lighting
level, acoustics, separation from crowd, the provision of stimuli)

. . . e / (7) ECGtest taken.

result in longer recovery times. A review of current guidelines was undertaken as part d o 72 Neaative exoeri : .

) High-risk (8) Negative experience of being taken in and out of the room for more
of the research. 5 % A | Patient Room test. Anxious and stressed about test results.

Z;¢ ( / o \\ @ Negative experience of waiting for WC use.

. )\ N o ) ) ) )
T 10) Positive experience of being able to stay in the mental health patient

The Qualitative Research and Engagement > " oo, Able o relax and eeing cam. ’

Models, photos and plans of the ED were presented to prompt conversation and help
participants visualise their journey. Two engagement tools were used: A deck of themed
cards was produced through an online survey, to facilitate the interview process; while “Dr Barbara took me into the room .. finally (et like I can
participants were asked to sketch out their individual journeys. These mental maps relax. [t was the first time in that day | started to feel like
illustrated patients’ subjective experiences of the ED pathway. Patients underlined the et

desire for improved facilities and separation from waiting areas.

“The receptionist was very helpful”

“I don't know how long | was there, time started to slow
down really nicely... | focused on the skylight, | imagined
the night- sky when I do astronomy.”

Stressful and frightening sitting next to someone
being brought in with hand cuffs and an

“Carol was very nice. She took my blood pressure in the argument took place between two people.

doctor surgery room. Then they asked me to do more

tests.”
Q/ \
Waiting
A5e§ “There was this guy walking back and forth with
his phone, he was very loud, very annoying”
P patient Interview: Participant 3's Journey in the New Facility “The reception area was busy. | chose a quiet seat at the corner
The overall journey and perceived care is influenced by a range of factors. and had my head down so | don't need to look at people.”  —————
The research identified the built environment as a crucial junction. “I found it all very white and too bright” R
i ~
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Participant 2 accompanied drawing of the confined assessment room with words to describe the overall experience. Like others, Participant 6 identified the anxiety-provoking nature of a crowded ward.

Research Project. Charing Cross Hospital. London.
Involvement: RIBA Stages 1-6
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Involvement: RIBA Stages 0

FirstCare GP Practice Hounslow
Construction Budget: 800,000
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Option 3 Area Schedule

Room Type Notes

Consulting Room 17 rooms 5rooms 8-12m?;

7 rooms 12-16m?;
5 rooms >16m?

Treatment 4 rooms 18 m?

Reception 22.7 m? Free-standing bespoke
reception desk and office
area behind

Staff Area at Reception 223 m?

Additional Staff Area 0 m? n/a

Total Reception/Staff Area 45 m?

Back of House 184.4 m? Incl. mezzanine - 140.9m?

Involvement: RIBA Stages 0

7
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Female

Male

Disabled

Staff

Changing place

Additional Area
Pharmacy

Genius Bar:
Education/Engagement Area

Lobby/Forum

= O R, N &

19.1

30.7

63.7

no.
no.
no.
no.
no.

mZ

g R
Genius Baf\-:}‘ 2N
P Y

2%

Main Entrance

2 extra urinals

Double height space, direct
natural light and street
presence

Medium sized lobby
gathering space. Additional
waiting areas in large
corridors

i [

Patient Toilet

Room 16

Room 1 Room 2
7

Room 15

)
@ |
Room 18 — | Room17
| | Staff Toilef]
|
. 0
——
Room 19
Fisinm) LI
|
Room 14
Room 20
Room 21
L
E |

Proposed (Option 3) Ground Floor Plan

Room 12

Room 10

Room 3

Room 5

Main Entrance

L s‘o"

Waiting Area

Play corner

Express q
Booth and seating
©°) o

Key

Consultation Rooms
Treatment Rooms
Reception / Staff Area

Pharmacy

{5390mm’;

Clear ceiling height
‘Genius Bar’ / Education area
Display ‘Garden’

Clear ceiling height

FirstCare GP Practice Hounslow
Construction Budget: 800,000



Cambridge Assessment, Cambridge.

Completed in 2018, the master plan delivered 350,000 ft* of net internal
area for Cambridge Assessment, a non-teaching department of the University
of Cambridge. The development consists of 4-5 storey buildings positioned
around carefully landscaped gardens and offers a mix of spaces including an
auditorium, a library and a film studio.

The scheme recognises the prominence of the site and proposes to celebrate B =
the new identity of Cambridge Assessment with a clear and ambitious =
architectural statement, visible as one approaches Cambridge from the railway. ' ‘ -

Within this masterplan is a 39m tower which was a planning challenge the 2 =
office overcame with extensive discussion with local planning department. The 2
end result involved the collaboration with artists Vong Phaophanit and Claire
Oboussier.

Aerial View (Tower height 35.1m) Aerial View (Tower height 39.1m)
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208m Facade on Shaftsbury Road

West Elevation. Shaftsbury Road.

Cambridge Assessment Headquarter. Cambridge.
Involvement: RIBA Stage 1-3



The scheme approached the sustainability issue holistically, such that the
environmental strategies were integrated in the architectural design. It utilized the
large roof space and proposed installation of 1500m? of PV panels, meeting the
10% renewable target for Cambridge City Council. Studies were done to account
for the relatively dense occupancy profile (8sq m/person) which inform the 40%
glazing of the facade and installation of a chilled beam system. The massing also
took account of maximizing natural daylight, creating narrow (20m) width floor
plates and generous floor to ceiling heights.

| was the project architect who secured the planning permission for the project,
working solely with a director, producing all necessary documentation. | was part of
a larger team post planning, responsible for facade coordination. This project was
delivered on both Revit and Microstation, | worked on both programs.

—
T E—

Cambridge Assessment Headquarter. Cambridge.
Involvement: RIBA Stage 1-3



34800mm (AOD)

1100

Possible high
level location —————>

for louvre for | |

air intake. %
)

Main Facade Elevation. 1:100

Cambridge Assessment Headquarter. Cambridge.
Involvement: RIBA Stage 1-3

3700

4500

420

830

b4

~—n)

<— Wall: U-value=0.18

e
—®

3250

Possible high level
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air intake.
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Main Facade Section. 1:100

Solid panels, openable.

EREEE

Brise Soleil Type : BS1 (standard type;
6 Vertical brisye soleil { )

Brise Soleil Type : BS2 (Located at south facing 'prow')
4 Vertical brise soleil

Brise Soleil Type : BS3
0 Vertical brise soleils

Window Variations

® &

© 0 @ @ 0 ® @ ©

Key

Hand set brick work

Off white precast concrete
pier

Off white precast concrete
linte

Profiled aluminium cill

Anodised aluminium brise
soleil

Ground floor windows

Profiled metal plinth panel

9 inch rusticated brickwork
piers

Powder coated aluminium
window frame and cill

Profiled powder coated
aluminium coping

s
=
01




KEY: Facade Type A1 & A2

\
' > ' > ' 2l 01 Hand set brick work with lime
20mm slip 20mm movement 15mm soft 15mm hard \ mortar joints
joint between  joint in brickwork  joint between  joint between \ s \ S . 8;23 E;gggi gggggg mgf'"
precast lintel  every 27m (see precast pier precast lintel ‘ ——01 04  Weep holes at set centres to
and first brick  GA elevations for ~ and final and pier | drain cavity
course setting out) brick course i 1/ 05  Insulation
05 06 AI_uminium parapet coping, 3mm
thick (PPC Qualicoat 2)
27 07 Weatherboard with smooth finish
(Eternit or similar)
| I N 08 Pebble margin
17 | 26 09 Concrete paviours on pedestals
Q | 10 Rigid insulation
‘ 11 Liquid applied inverted roof
23 \ waterproofing
| 04 12 Galvanised angle and termination
I bar
21 111 13 Concrete slab
; I 14 3mm thick aluminium closer
——1 || piece, anodised
| 15  Aluminium windows (PPC
16 / \ \ 03 Qualicoat 2)
} = 16 Internal blind box
) 17 Exposed Concrete soffit
L KJ L } / 18  Chilled beams (indicative)
- = 15 19 3mm anodised aluminium brise
soleil extrusion, supported off
23— brackets with countersunk fixings

20 Aluminium window cill, 3mm thick
(PPC Qualicoat 2)

21 Metsec framing or similar

22 Internal solid timber window sill
and lining to window

23 Plasterboard lining, painted

24 Raised floor

25 Concrete columns
26 Metal louvres (PPC Qualicoat 2)
with insect mesh to back face
27 Blind box, aluminium extrusion
28 Suspended ceiling
15 29 Internal steel window frame with
2 00| | 20 curved aluminium extrusion caps
! / to external glazing (PPC
L ] Qualicoat 2)
i 30 Cold rolled steel support
framework to bay window
31 20mm Solid timber window cill
and returns, painted
05 32 Profiled metal panel (PPC
\\ Qualicoat 2)
33 Precast skirting
. 34 Plasterboard lining, painted with
Facade Type A3 Movement Joints solid timber skirting
35 Rebate to shop window, cladding
panel, aluminium (PPC Qualicoat
23 2)
36 Laminated clear safety glass
37 Shadowbox, laminated safety
glass, fritted with insulated
21 backing pannel, aluminium to
inside face (PPC Qualicoat 2)
38 Internal steel window frame with
aluminium extruded profile
r 1 01 39 Insulated aluminium panel to
GF window returns (PPC
600 Qualicoat 2)
40 Rusticated hand set brick pier
85 150 15 102
|
24 19 ‘
\
NI }
. \
© \
—_——
A A R
N , . , }
/ / /
g A A /
~ | 13
s \ L \ Lo
Facade Type A2 1:10 |
yp oS L —

Cambridge Assessment. Cambridge
Involvement: RIBA Stages 1-3 Construction Cost: £150M
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Masterplan Aerial

Long Section

Involvement: RIBA Stages 1-3
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The North Wing

Cultural/academic use will be positioned on the northern
edge of the site, overlooking Peterhouse gardens . Part of

the building could offer flexible use office space.

The Stand-Alone Building

The proposed block provides an opportunity at the south
of the Academic Square that could characterize the
square . Preferably, this block will be entirely used by the
University, although it could also be leased out in parts as

flexible office spaces.

Office Buildings

Office blocks set along Fen Causeway to the South
and Coe Fen to the West, forming two main courts in

the centre .

Hotel

Keep the existing footprint of Royal Cambridge Hotel
Redevelopment will be subject to chosen hotel operator
proposals . There is the possibility of a new build wing to
the rear of Scroope Terrace or alternatively a landscaped

foreground including car parking

Department of Architecture and History of Art

Keep the existing footprint of the department in
Scroope Terrace . All facilities to be refurbished . There
are additional spaces provided as part of the Academic

Square which the faculty can grow into

Cambridge Assessment. Cambridge
Construction Cost: £150M



Permeability on Ground Floor

COE FEN

Further assessments on the ground floor openings were
carried out. The proposal will allow openings of varying widths
and heights at the base of the urban block.

In addition a gateway through the existing Scroope Terrace is
proposed, subject to a more quantitative analysis in the next
stage, to mark the more civic nature of the proposals and
enable direct access to the new facilities and urban realm to
the rear of Scroope Terrace.

This reinforces spatial and physical connections between the
public courts on site and their immediate surroundings. It
enables glimpses into the new urban block from Coe Fen and
Fen Causeway which will encourage use of the public realm.
Once inside, the openings allow views outwards towards Coe
Fen to the west, as well as connection sto Fen Causeway to
the South, Trumpington Street to the east and Peterhouse to
the west.

Sightline into the courtyards
Visual and physical connections
Flexibility in masterplan layout

Possible Gateway through existing Scroope Terrace

Involvement: RIBA Stages 1-3

DEPARTMENT OF
ARCHITECTURE
FRONT DOOR

TRUMPINGTON STREET

HOTEL

Courts and Squares

COE FEN ﬁ

=
SQUARE"! i

-

COURT CENTRAL

COE FEN

Three main public spaces have been developed:

e The Academic Square with the Pavillion Building and the
existing Colin St John Wilson Building to the east

e The Central Court

e The West Court opening up to Coe Fen
All three spaces will be enforced by active frontages and
associated F+B / leisure facilities with a high quality landscape
design and permeable buildings that allow visual connections.
Activated academic square
Stand alone building

Activate frontages

F+B/Retail Use

}
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
COURT Euﬂmuw%’%ﬁ_ }
~d
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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Existing Royal Cambridge Hotel - redevelopment by future

chosen hotel operator

TRUMPINGTON STREET

Stage 1C Massing Principles

The
final

106m 24m \
|
|
ACADEMIC
SQUARE N |
e |
3 /\\
7m 24m
- ! t 1
________________________ <
‘ AY
COE FEN CENTRAL 'y
& | COURT COURT N
“ £ ~ \ /)
& ~s
~ S e e e -
24m 24m 40m 22m 17m
t = I

analysis reinforced the following characteristics in the
recommendation:

Generous court spaces at the centre of the site.

Create a quantum of open space of over 50% of the
site’s footprint (approx 9.320 sgm of 19.590 sqm)

Openings on the base with varying heights and widths
to increase connections between public realms

A stand-alone building defining the Academic Square
and the entire site

Active frontages in the form of leisure and retail
facilities at the base of buildings, particularly on
Coe Fen and along Fen Causeway

Flexibility in masterplan layout for ground floor openings

Permeability on Ground Floor

Cambridge Assessment. Cambridge
Construction Cost: £150M



One Undershaft. London

The project is a skyscraper situated at the centre of the City of o mopg oo
London. With the support of the City, the client for 1 Undershaft T I s /
aspired to build the tallest tower north of the Thames. : 3 R . B

22 Biabopigate

The 72 storey tower, which gained planning approval in 2016, is
a slender building with a 45.2m square footprint to the north of I
the site, freeing up the southern end to provide over 2,500m? of : i Y e ”’fg‘i‘., prorpe—
generous public realm and incorporating extensive retail space. = Y "'f'"’-‘f’"‘i"gﬁﬂ 3
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Architecturally, the scheme adopts a material palette consisting of

low-iron glass, white vitreous enamel and weathering steel. The i
intent was to create a skyscraper that is predominantly white, that 8
can be easily maintained and stand the test of time. il ]38

My role included producing all schedules and managing
coordination between the above ground and below ground teams.
Due to the complexity of the project, the office undertook additional
detailed design at planning stage. My focus was on structure and
facade coordination, managing the impact of the design which
gentlely tapers over 294.6 meters. This project was delivered on T
Revit and Microstation, and | worked solely on Revit. = —‘
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1 Undershaft. City of London.
Involvement: RIBA Stage 1-2
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1 Undershaft. City of London.
Involvement: RIBA Stage 1-2
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Involvement: RIBA Stage 1-2




Level 20 Office 18
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01 Plan (cut at FFL) 1 Undershaft. City of London.

25ELE 10| Level 10 13100 @A1 Section AA Stage 2 Construction Cost Plan: 711,000,000




Cypress Children’s Centre

The project was part of a larger masterplan of the school.
The brief of the detached nursery aimed to transform

an existing brick building to form a new children’s centre.
The proposal retained and exposed existing brickwork

and extended the existing pitched roof to form a playful
undulation above the timber-framed composition. New
spaces were arranged around the retained structure to
connect a series of multi-functional rooms. Outside of these
spaces, a sequence of terraces and play areas gradually
blend into the landscape.

My involvement in this project began at tender stage and
included taking the project to completion working under a
director.

T

@N

Site Plan

Cypress Children’s Centre. London.
Involvement: RIBA Stages 3-5
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ap between roof

overhangs minimal, o clo

to suit existing tree existing gate post
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South Norwood Hill Children’s Centre. Norwood. London.
Involvement: RIBA stages C-f and K, Cultural. Construction cost: £840,000.
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Ground Floor Plan

Lower Ground Floor Plan

Involvement: RIBA stages C and D-L
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Lower Ground Floor Plan

Earl’s Court. Kensington and Chelsea. London.
Private residential. Construction cost: £550,000.



108

< = =
c c c
2 2 2
© © ©
align
—l /
New ashler mounding to
~ match existing. Window cill
to align with mounding
groove.
E Coping stone to align with
i 1/0 finished floor surface. | External light
@02 —— | doé connected to
M ‘ 1 m movement sensor.
in | L ] r Movement sensor on facade. - Q T
= | ‘ — L ]
o . | AT C [ - 1m soil depth.
i - = y - i RN
S - New insitu concrete stair with 2/04) | Perforated ground drain.
v ST IR IR 50mm stone treads. Ref to SE s y 1 | Contractor to design draina
R NS S details. [ system.
w29 \ il L 50
il il \ gl o el DPM. J30/110 s Tanking to wrap around
I I e B planting area. J30/110
do3) /| || PO aneyay I 4
_ - Render on new concrete — 0 assumed
L - . AP structure. L . - neighbour's
L R ] External paving. FS 9
7} ' ' Internal FFL | "~ g basement
I AL oL . 834 ' IS Rend
i —— Space beneath staircase to o et ender on new
/ 16 FFO4 i W / o be open. i z L R blockwrok.
____I%E / f | / Existing boundary wall
% l ;FO 4 U _ Wall rendered. (assumed)
B R /DET\ | Fall 780 = Mass filled
. | N B i 0/0 | concrete
- - e : B e i Allow for underpinning. 4|7 - ’ ) s - St atas Allow for underpinning.
e ————J L low new foundation. : | 7 Allow new foundation.
SE to confirm. I I i ”\\Y' )

DPM. StructuralSeal.

Floor buildup to form landing

Wall WF02, rendered over to access door D02.

DPM to finish.

Front patio section A Front patio section B

Involvement: RIBA stages c and D-L

2275

Assumed minor sewer, contractor to

investigate and design drainage system.

Drainage.

Foundation as per SE spec.

Detail refer to DET20/03

Earl’s Court. Kensington and Chelsea. London.
Private residential. Construction cost: £550,000.



Cultural and Residential Projects

Full responsibility in leading cultural and residential projects from
planning to practical completion. Work included a mixed-use project
with a commercial unit on the lower levels.

All projects were under traditional contract and were fully
detailed and specified to reflect different architectural designs, in
accordance with client briefs. The construction costs ranged from
£250,000 to £1M.

My responsibilities included managing the team, production of
information, client contact and contract administration.

Alpha Grove Community Centre. London. Earl's Court Road Residential Project. London.
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Cultural and Residential Projects
Involvement: RIBA Stages 1-5



Oxford Street Development
Westminster, London

The Oxford Street development is located at
a busy thoroughfare nearby the new Cross Rail
Bond Street Station. It proposes over 90,000 m?
of office and retail space. The proposal aimed
to attract leading international brands to Oxford
Street.

Responsible for producing detail drawings and
materials.

Deansgate Development
Manchester, UK

The proposal for the redevelopment of the
Renaissance Hotel site consists of forming three
residential buildings and one five star hotel,
separated by pedestrian streets, leading to one
large landscaped public square overlooking River
Irwell.

Adjacent to the cathedral, the major riverside
development aims to act as a catalyst to
regeneration of the site and surrounding area.
The proposal included 493 residential units and
7,500m? of retail space.

| was responsible for facade design with the

director and producing all drawings for this
invited competition.

Feasibility works and Competitions

H ]

Blackfriars Street

a R

Victoria Bridge Street

Aldersgate Development
City of London

The scheme proposes retaining the Underground entrance
position, with improved disabled access. This heightens the urban
quality of the new block, creating a linear and more accessible
route from the platform to street level.

The new configuration also frames the street views from Smithfield
Market to the west and from Barbican Estate to the east.

The mixed-use project included office space at the base and
residential units above.

| was responsible for producing all drawings and documents and
worked solely with a senior associate in delivering the feasibility
project. My roles included client contact and coordination.

Cambridge Engineering Site Masterplan
Cambridge, UK

As part of a long-term plan for the University of Cambridge,
my office was appointed to look into a ten-year plan for the
Engineering Department site. Three main options were proposed
with varying financial viability and architectural merits.

The preferred proposal retained and re-used the existing listed
Scroope Terrace townhouses, whilst opening up the rest of the
site for flexible office and academic use, which includes urban
squares. The final iterations of the proposal will produce upwards
of 55,000 m? GEA.

Working as a project architect under a senior associate, my
responsibility included client contact and consultant coordination.
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[ ] Academic Space
[Z] Flexible Space
D Office
D Hotel

The North Wing

Cultural/academic use will be positioned on the northern
edge of the site, overlooking Peterhouse gardens. Part of
the building could offer flexible-use office space.

The Stand-Alone Building

The proposed block provides an opportunity at the south
of the Academic Square that could characterize the square.
Preferably, this block will be entirely used by the University,
although it could also be leased out in parts as flexible office
spaces.

Office Building
Office blocks set along Fen Causeway to the South and Coe
Fen to the West, forming two main courts in the centre .

Hotel

Keep the existing footprint of Royal Cambridge Hotel.
Redevelopment will be subject to chosen hotel operator
proposals . There is the possibility of a new build wing to
the rear of Scroope Terrace or alternatively a landscaped
foreground including car parking.

Department of Architecture and History of Art

Keep the existing footprint of the department in Scroope
Terrace . All facilities to be refurbished . There are additional
spaces provided as part of the Academic Square which the
faculty can grow into



